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MILITARY PROCUREMENT, FISCAL YEAR 1975

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1974

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
» Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 1114,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John C. Stennis (chairman).

Present: Senators Stennis (presiding), Symington, Cannon, Mc-
Intyre, Byrd, Jr., of Virginia, Hughes, Thurmond, Tower, Dominick,
and Taft.

Also present : T. Edward Braswell, Jr., chief counsel and staff direc-
tor; W. Clark McFadden II, counsel; John T. Ticer, chief clerk;
Hyman Fine, Don L. Lynch, John A. Goldsmith, George Foster;
Charles II. Cromwell, Edward B. Kenney, Robert Q. Old, profes-
sional staff members; and Christine E. Cowart, clerical assistant.

[A copy of S. 3000 follows:]

[8. 3000 93d Cong., 2d soss.]

A DBILYL To authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1975 for procurement off
aireraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weap-
ons, and research, development, test and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and (o
prescribe the authorized personnel strength for each active duty component and of
the Selected Reserve of each Reserve componcnt of the Armed Forces and of civilian
personnel of the Department of Defense, and to authorize the military training studen
loads, and for other purposes .
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States

of America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT

Sge. 101, Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during the fiscak
year 1975 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United States for procurement

- of aireraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other
weapons as authorized by law, in amounts as follows : :

AIRCRAFT

For aireraft: for the Army, $339,500,000; for the Navy and the Marine Corps;,
$2,960,600,000 ; for the Air Force, $3,496,600,000.

MISSILES

For missiles: for the Army, $459,200,000; for the Navy, $620,600,000; for the
Marine Corps, $76,000,000 ; for the Air Force, $1,610,800,000. .

NAVAL VESSELS
For naval vessels: for the Navy, $3,5662,600,000.
TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, $381,900,000; for the Marine Corps,
$80,100,000. . .
(1)
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TORPEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equipment; for the Navy, $187,700,000.

OTHER WEAPONS

For other weapons: for the Army, $53,400,000; for the Navy, $25,600,000; for
the Muarine Corps, $500,000.

TITLE IT—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION

SEC. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during the fiscal
year 1975 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United States for research, devel-
opment, test and evaluation, as authorized by law, in amcunts as follows:

For the Army, §$1,985,976,000;

For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), $3,264,503,000;

For the Air Force, $8,518,860,000; and

For the Defense Agencies, $555,700,000, of which 827,000,000 is authorized for
the activities of the Director of Test and Evaluation, Defense.

TITLE III—ACTIVE FORCES

SEc. 301. For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1974, and ending June 30, 1975,
each component of the Armed Forces is authorized an end strength for active duty
personnel as follows:

(1) The Army, 785,000;

(2) The Navy, 540,380;

(3) The Marine Corps, 196,398 ;
(4) The Air Force, 630,345,

TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES

SEC. 401. For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1974, and ending June 30, 1975,
the Selected Reserve of earh Reserve component of the Armed Forces will be
programed to attain an average strength of not less than the following:

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, 379,848 ;
(2) The Army Reserve, 215,842 ;

(3) The Naval Reserve, 107,526 ;

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 36,703 ;

(5) The Air National Guard of the United States, £8,128;

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 51,319;

(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 11,700.

SEC. 402. The average strength preseribed by section 401 of this title for the
Selected Reserve of any Reserve component shall be proportionately reduced by
(1) the total authorized strength of units organized to serve as units of the
Selected Reserve of such component which are on dctive duty (other than for
training) at any time during the fiscal year, and (2) the total number of indi-
vidugl members not in units organized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve
of such component whe are on active duty (other than for training or for unsatis-
factory participation in training) without their consent at any time during the
ﬁscgl year. Whenever such units or such individual members are released from
active duty during any fiscal year, the average strength for such fiscal year for
the Selected Reserve of such Reserve componernt shall be proportionately increased

by the total authorized strength of such units and b,
Idividies mapchort y the total number of such

TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Se¢. 501. (a) For the fiseal year beginning July 1, 1974, and ending June 30
- -
1975, the Department of Defense ig authorized an end 'strength for civi 'an,

(1) The Department of the Army, 358,717;

(2) The Department of the Navy, including the Marine Corps ;
(8) The Department of the Air Force, 269,709 ; orps, 328,629

(4) Activities and agencies of the De artment of Def
military departments), 75,372. P of Defense (other than the
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(b) In computing the authorized end strength for civilian personnel there shall
be included all direct-hire civilian personnel employed to performed military
functions administered by the Department of Defense (other than those per-
formed by the National Security Agency) whether in permanent or temporary
positions and whether employed on a full-time, part-time, or intermittent basis,
but excluding special employment categories for students and disadvantaged
youth such as the stay-in-school campaign, the temporary summer aid program
and the Federal junior fellowship program and personnel participating in the
worker-trainee opportunity program: Provided, That whenever the Secretary of
the military department concerned or the Secretary of Defense determines that
the direct substitution of civilian personnel for military personnel will result
in economy without adverse effect upon national defense, such substitution may
be accomplished without regard to the numbers of civilian personnel authorized
by this section: Provided further, That when a function, power, or duty or
activity is transferred or assigned to a department or agency of the Department
of Defense from a department or agency outside of the Department of Defense
or from a department or agency within the Department of Defense, the civilian
personnel end strength authorized for such departments or agencies of the De-
partment of Defense affected shall be adjusted to reflect any increases or de-
creases in eivilian personnel required as a result of such transfer or assignment.

Sro. 502. When the Secretary of Defense determines that such action is neces-
sary in the national interest, he may authorize the employment of civilian per-
sonnel in excess of the number authorized by section 501: Provided, That the
number of additional personnel authorized to be employed pursuant to the
authority of this section shall not exceed 1 per centum of the total number of
civilian personnel authorized for the Department of Defense by section 501:
Provided further, That the Secretary of Defense shall promptly notify the Con-
gress of any authorization to increase civilian personnel strength pursuant to
this authority.

TITLE VI—MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

Seo. 601. For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1974, and ending June 30, 1975,
each component of the Armed Forces is authorized an average military training
student load as follows:

(1) The Army, 97,638;
(2) The Navy, 71,279;
(3) The Marine Corps, 26,262 ;
(4) The Air Force, 52,900; :
(5) The Army National Guard of the United States, 12,111 ;
(6) The Army Reserve, 6,673 ;"
('7) The Naval Reserve, 2,636;
(8) The Marine Corps Reserve, 3,403 ;
(9) The Air National Guard of the United States, 2,359 and
(10) The Air Force Reserve, 1,126.

TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Smo. 701. Subsection (a) (1) of section 401 of Public Law 89-367, approved
March 15, 1966 (80 Stat. 37), as amended, is hereby amended to read as follows:

“(a) (1) Not to exceed $1,600,000,000 of the funds authorized for appropriation
for the use of Armed Forces of the United States under this or any other Act
are authorized to be made available for their stated purposes to support Vietnam-
ese military forces on such terms and conditions as the Secretary of Defense
may determine: Provided, That nothing contained in this section shall be con-
strued as authorizing the use of any such funds to support Vietnamese military
forees in activities designed to provide military support and assistance to the
Government of Cambodia or Laos.”.

This Act may be cited as the “Department of Defense Appropriation Author-
ization Act, 1975".

COMMITTEE PROCEDURR

The Crxamman. Ladies and gentlemen, it is obvious that this is an
open hearing. I state that so that it will be in the record.
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Members of the committee, I invited the press, television, and radio
“to come here this morning. This is very important testimony. Dr.
Schlesinger is asking for almost $100 Lillion, and I know he is going
to have a strong statement to justify it.

Mr. Secretary, on behalf of the entire committee, I welcome you and
-Admiral Moorer as we begin the initial presentation of the Depart-
ment of Defense program for this year. Although the President’s
budget, which arrived just yesterday, is 2 wecks late, the committee
-does appreciate your willingness to appear immediately, in order that
“we can proceed promptly with these hearings,

Members of the committee, I feel at this first sitting on the posture
hearings that it is the Secretary of Defense’s day, and he is entitled to
a chance to present his case. We won’t restrict you in any way.

Admiral Moorer, we won’t restriet you in any way either. Yon may
put your statement in the record, and then emphasize such points as
you wish. You may for emphasis pick out certain subject matters. Just
present it in your own good way. You are entitled to your chance to do
that under favorable circumstances.

When you have completed that, ther we will have some questions.
Wewill rotate the questions.

You are a member of the Cabinet, Mr., Secretary. We look to yon
for facts and for some gnidance and information freely given, whether
it is favorable or unfavorable to you and the Department of Defense.

Admiral Moorer, you were formerly Chief of Naval Operations,
and now you are Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the highest
ranking military officer in all the Government. You have been very
valuable to us in giving information and opinions. T know I have been
in some tight places and sent for you and always received a forth-
right, frank, and helpful statement. It has been helpful to me, and I
am sure others have had the same experience.

Prior to your testimony, the chair would like to raake a few prelim-
inary observations,

OPENING STATEMENT BY THE CITAIRMAN

The funding request for the Department of Defense, which the
President made yesterday as a part of his overall budget, is in two
forms: First, there is a supplemental fiscal year 1974 request totaling
$6.2 billion; and second, a fiscal year 1975 Department of Defense
Tequest for budget authority totaling 892.9 billion, The sum of these
two requests is $99.1 billion. This sum compares to $80.2 billion, in-
cluding the military assistance prograrm, which was appropriated for
the Department of Defense last year fo- fiscal year 1974.

In terms of budget authority these two requests are the largest ever
requested in 1 year except for 1942, for which the total was $99.5
billion. The fiscal year 1975 estimated outlays, totaling $85.8 billion,
constitute the largest ever for the Department of Defense. I am fully
aware of the effects of inflation, the constant dollar argument, and
other factors—all of which have some merit—and I wish to make clear
that I shall continue to support a strong and adequate national de-
fense. I think that these requests for a record peacetime budget require
a most stringent review and adequate justification in the Congress;
and whenever possible savings and reductions should be made.
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We are all aware of the soaring manpower costs in Defense, with
the fiscal year 1975 civilian payroll alone being $14.9 billion—up $2.1
billion from fiscal year 1974. This is more than the entire procurement
portion of the authorization for most years. The military payroll alone
for fiscal year 1975 totals $19 billion—up $3 billion from fiscal year
1974, Total pay and related manpower costs for fiscal year 1975 will be
about $47.9 billion.

I was surprised, Mr. Secretary, that the Department plans to in-
crease its civilian employment by 80,800 between December 1973 and
June 80, 1974, bringing it to a level of 1,028,800 alone. That is the way
we figured it up, and we think that is substantially correct. This pro-
posed increase seems to be inconsistent with the announced intent of
the Department to achieve greater manpower efficiences.

You and your predecessors have made reductions in the last few
years of these civilian employees. I don’t overlook that. But you are
asking for this increase.

Throughout the entire departmental testimony there is the concépt
that there has been little modernization in the forces during the
course of the Vietnam war. Let me emphasize that we can never stand
still and must constantly modernize to be prepared. But I think the
record should reflect that there was a considerable degree of moderni-
zation during the Vietnam years in terms of new programs and weap-
ons. For example, the Army helicopters have increased from about
4,000 in 1965 to well over 8,000 by 1970. The early model F—4s have
been replaced with much improved later models; the A—7 fleet has
been added to the Navy and Air Force; a new class of SSN-638 at-
tack submarine has been funded, as well as two nuclear aircraft car-
riers, The Poseidon conversion program is well underway to comple-
tion as well as the Minuteman III program. There are also other
examples. .

The chair would like to note that Senator Symington, in response
to my request, has agreed to chair the full committee in its considera-
tion of the fiscal year 1974 supplemental request. Certain high points
of this request may be covered today. The -details, however, will be
considered in later separate hearings, and you need not hesitate in
covering that today. But the rest of it will be in separate hearings
later, and you can come back, of course, on that, Mr. Secretary. We
might consider putting some of those items into the fiscal year 1975.

I have already made a statement on the floor of the Senate—I didn’t
tell Senator Symington I was going to do it—I made a statement
thanking him and emphasizing his fine services to the committee last
year as acting chairman and other ways. I won’t repeat those senti-
ments here for this record, Senator. But I thank you very much per-
sonally and officially for the fine job that you did.

Senator Syminaron. Will the chairman yield ?

The Coamrman. Yes.

Senator Syminaron. I didn’t know about that statement until yes-
terday ; and I do thank you for it. '

The Cramraan. All right. )

The chair would emphasize that hearings will be expedited on the
entire Defense program this year by attempting to avoid the waste
of time consumed in the past describing rather than justifying the
various programs. All witnesses may place in the record statements
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of any desired length. Their verbal testimony, however, should be
straight to the point of supporting the programs, unless you want to
modify the programs. The committee will thereafter weigh all the
evidence in (feci ing whether the many items are justified.

Without taking more time I emphasize that you gentlemen are wel-
come here. We are glad to have those attending with you.

Mr. Secretary, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES R. SCHLESINGER, SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE

Secretary ScurrsiNeer. Mr, Chairman, I endorse your opening re-
marks. T present here the first postwar, posthostilities budget of the
Department of Defense. We expect that our budget will be subject to
the most stringent review. We expect also, if past history is any guide,
that there Wﬂ%be items in the budget that will be questioned and that
the Congress will remove. And we are quite prepared for that, Mr.
Chairman because we recognize that any hudget of so great a size will
have unevenness in it, and that it is the duty of the Congress to exam-
ine it closely.

We hope to justify, by and large, the requests that we are making
to you, however. And if, in view of America’s responsibilities in the
world, you discover that in your judgment our requests are unduly
modest, we will expect that you will add additional funds in those
programs.

Mr. Chairman, I am talking today about hoth the fiscal vear 1975
defense budget and the fiscal year 1974 supplemental budget request.
Your earlier reference was to a $6.2 billion supplemental request. If T
may modify your statement, Mr. Chairman, $3.4 billion of that request
was discussed at length both with this committee and with the Appro-
priations Committees last year in our original fiscal year 1974 budget
proposal. It is due to a change in administrative procedures that this
$3.4 billion supplemental for pay, is ircluded again at this time. So we
are really dealing today with a $2.8 billion readiness supplemental
request that reflects what we regard as our lessons learned from the
recent Middle Iastern conflict, as well as our fiscal year 1975 request
of $92.6 billion.

The President’s request for fiscal year 1974 was $85 billion. In addi-
tion, he later requested $2.4 billion for security assistance related to
Tsrael and Cambodia. As compared to the President’s request of last
January, therefore, the fiscal year 1975 budget is up approximately $7.6
billion. As compared to the total requests by the President for fiscal
year 1974, including the supplemental requests, the fiscal year 1975
budget is up approximately $5.4 billion over fiscal year 1974. We do
have some program expansion in fiscal year 1975, and we will discuss
those matters with you 1n greater detail.

GENERAL QUTLINE

I. Perspective on worldwide role
II. Strategic forces
III. General purpose forces
A, NATO
B. Naval
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IV. Budget overview
V. Management of resources
A. Manpower
B. Readiness
C. R.&D.
D. Procurement & aging i

Mr. Chairman, I have indicated on this chart at the right some of
the questions that I should like to discuss with the committee this
morning in keeping with your advice to me. We have not submitted
a lengthy posture statement, although this will follow at a later date.
We will try to keep this as informal as we possibly can, because I
think that that will lead to a far better exchange and a far better
illumination of the issues. . L

Let me begin by talking about the worldwide role of the United
States.

Senator Symrxeron. Excuse me, Mr. Secretary. Are you reading
from your statement ?

Secretary ScrnsiNger. No, sir. T have submitted a brief statement
for the record. If the committee wishes I can read the statement into
the record.

Senator Symixeron. No. I just wanted to try to follow you.

The CrmarrmaN. May I say for the benefit of those who came in,
since I covered it before, that the Secretary and I talked about this,
and I told him that we thought this was his day and he could take
this up in any way he saw fit and pick out the points he wanted to
particularly present, in an informal way if he wanted to, and then we
will have questions later.

We will put the full statement. in the record.

Secretary Scmrmsinerr, Mr. Chairman, I should like to start by
presenting” some perspective on the U.S. role in the world, because
that is what drives our budget considerations. There will be diver-
gences in judgment among American citizens about the appropriate
‘role for the United States in the world, and such divergences will be
reflected in different estimates as to what the Department of Defense
should spend.

The psalmist tells us, Mr. Chairman, that where there is no vision
the people perish. Consequently, I should like to outline at the outset
the vision that I have—with which some people and some members of
this committee may of course disagree—with regard to the U.S. role in
the world.

The United States now, unlike the period before 1939 or even be-
fore 1945, bears the principal burden of maintaining the worldwide
military equilibrium that underlies the survival and the security of
the frec world. This is not a role that we have welcomed, Mr. Chair-
man, but it is a role that historical necessity has thrust upon us. For
a variety of reasons, the burden of responsibility falls on the United
States. There is nobody else to pick up the torch if the United States
fails to carry it.

In fulfilling this responsibility, Mr. Chairman, we recognize that
we are dealing in a world which is militarily dominated by two
states, ours and the Soviet Union. There is no other military capabil-
ity that is comparable, or even nearly comparable, to these two states.
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Consequently, in judging the military balance, we must look at the
Soviet Union and we must recoghize that military force comparisons
are based upon military capabilities which are spread around the
world. This does not suggest that we are not hopeful with regard to
the future peaceful evolution of world politics. But we must look
realistically, whatever our hopes, at the evolution of our policies and
those of the Soviet Union with regard to these military forces.

We recognize that we and our allies are at the present time discuss-
ing mutual and balanced force reductions in central Europe with the
Soviet Union, and we, ourselves, are negotiating bilaterally with the
Soviets with regard to strategic arms limitations, We are hopeful
about possible developments in both of these negotiations. But while
we pursue negotiations about the reduction of arms in furtherance
of détente, it is my judgment that we must maintain a worldwide
military equilibrium. Short of that, we create the possibility of vacu-
ums and temptations that, in my judgment, would not be consistent
with the military equilibrium which undergirds détente and the pros-
pect of future improvements in our political relations with the Soviet
Union.

The Soviet Union has historically been a relatively prudent and
sober power, and I trust that it will continue to be prudent and sober.
I hope that as a result of its recognition, which we share, that there
is no alternative to peaceful cooperation, that we shall gradually
achieve a world in which security is based on scmething more than
a balance of arms. But until such a {ime arrives, we must recognize
what the relation of military forces around the world really is.

We do not discuss the military posture of Chad, Nigeria or Guate-
mala. However, we are very much concerned about the military pos-
ture of the Soviet Union. This is nct to imply that we regard the
Soviet Union in some sense as having a political stance that is threat-
ening. That is not our intention, Mr. Chairman. But we must recognize
the military capabilities, and the Soviet Union has these in abundance.

We are deeply interested in the progress of detente. But sometimes
we are asked, Mr. Chairman, why do we need to maintain such large
defense forces as long as we have detente and are pursuing detente?
The unswer is that there is no inconsistency between the maintenance
of our military strength and the hope for detente. As members of the
committee well know, our country historically has been symbolized by
the eagle, which holds in one talon a clutch of arrows and in the
other talon an olive branch. That symbol has reflected the policies of
the United States from its inception. We certainly hope for peaceful
evolution, but we must stay prepared for the alternative.

Mr. Chairman, T will talk today about some changes with regard
to strategic forces. But I should like to emphasize first that strategic
forces establish a framework for deterrence. Tt is the cbjective of
the United States to see to it that we will not have early recourse
to the use of nuclear weapons. It is the preference of the United
that today will be on the need for the maintenance and strengthening
of our general purpose forces.

Much has been said, Mr. Chairman, about strategic forces. They
are, of course, important and somehow glamorous. But my emphasis
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that today will be on the need for the maintenance and strengthening
of our general purpose forces. :

Mr, Chairman, if I may turn to a second subject, which is the
strategic forces themselves, let me mention a number of items at the
outset. First, let me recall the campaign of 1960 and the attitude Presi-
dent Kennedy took at that time. For a period of time prior to 1960 the
United States had a virtual nuclear monopoly. At about that time
it was perceived that our monopoly advantage would ebb; and, in fact,
it not only began to ebb, but by 1966-67 the Soviets had a very sub-
stantial intercontinental counter deterrent. During the early 1960’s it
was stated quite clearly by candidate Kennedy and then by President
Kennedy-—and also by a large majority of Americans in both parties—
that the United States needed alternatives other than suicide or sur-
render; that it needed options which did not imply immediate escala-
tion to major nuclear war. If anything, Mr. Chairman, the need for
options other than suicide or surrender, other than escalation to all out.
nuclear war, is more important for us today than it was in 1960, be-
cause of the growth in the capabilities possessed by other powers.
What we are now doing, both on the strategic forces side and on the
general purposes forces side, is intended to strengthen those options in
between suicide and surrender.

A second point that T should make in the strategic forces area, Mr.
Chairman, is that we see no possibility during the next 1% years at
least, if ever, of developing any active defense capability to limit dam-
age significantly to the United States from a well-coordinated nuclear
attack. That is bevond the technological capabilities of the United
States, and our budget reflects that reality in a number of ways.

On the one hand, we are reducing our active air defenses and are
changing our air defense mission in ways I shall describe later. We
are also holding out to the Soviet Union the prospect of restraining
ourselves to but one ABM site, rather than going ahead with the sec-
ond site that is permitted under the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty.
Once again, we hope for restraint on both sides.

With regard to air defenses, we must recognize that at the present
time the Soviet Union can target any city in the United States that
it desires; that there is no protection in nuclear war provided by air
defenses so long as the Soviets depend primarily upon ballistic mis-
siles: and that, as long as there is no prospect of a ballistic missile
defense, we must have a complementarity between our air defenses
and our missile defenses. As a consequence, we are eliminating those
components of the air defense systems which are designed to protect
American cities against bomber attack in nuclear warfare. We will
retain those elements of the air defense systems which are designed
to give the United States control of its air spaces in a general way,
and also air defenses to protect against conventional attacks, particu-
larly the possibility of attacks in the southeastern United States.

We must recognize, Mr. Chairman, that there is no protection for
American cities against a coordinated strike by the strategic forces
of the Soviet Union. And cruel as it is, we are acknowledging that
reality. This comes, I think, as a surprise to some members of the
public, but it is something that must be understood.
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In order to protect the cities of the United States we rely, there-
fore, upon deterrence. In order to protect the United States and its
allies generally we rely upon deterrence, and the basis of the changes
we are making in our force structure this year are to shore up deter-
rence across the board, across the entire spectrum of risk.

We expect that by improving deterrence across the board, we will
reduce even lower the probability of a nuclear clash between ourselves
and other major powers. However, if a nuclear clash should occur—
and we fervently believe that it will not—in order to protect Amer-
ican cities and the cities of our allies during the wartime period, we
shall continue to rely on reserving our assured destruction force and,
through intrawar deterrence, to persvade any pctential foe not to
attack cities. It is our objective to prevent massive destruction even
in the cataclysmic circumstances of nuclear war. There is no pur-
pose to be served by massive destruction, which would eliminate the
urban-industrial base of our own society, the society of the Soviet
Union, and other societies. For that reason we have altered our target-
ing strategy, and we have discussed this at some length, in public.

1 should like to emphasize that the alterations in our targeting
strategy, which we believe make sense, are not so novel as perhaps
has been advertised, because this has been discussed at least from the
days of Secretary McNamara’s Athens statement in 1962, The need
for flexibility and selectivity has been alluded to it the posture state-
ments of Secretary McNamara, Secretary ‘Clifford, and Secretary
Laird. We are, however, placing far greater emphasis than heretofore
on options other than massive strikes at the cities of potential foes.
And we hope that this would mean that even in the cataclysmic event
of nuclear war, worldwide devastation could be avoided.

The assured destruction motion, Mr. Chairman, was not initially
a strategy, and I am not sure it ever became a strategy. It was sim-
ply an analytical method of testing our own forces against a coun-
terforce strike and a potential intercept by Soviet ABM capabili-
ities during a period of time when the United States maintained
paramountcy—overall numerical superiority—vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union. These circumstances have now changed. And what may have
been a reasonable way of testing and sizing our nuclear forces in the
1960’s is now obsolescent. Therefore, we must design better ways of
sizing our nuclear forces. At the same time, we must make clearer
the way in which strategic nuclear forces would ke employed in the
event of a nuclear attack on the national interests of the United
States. Such an attack would be so catastrophic that the President
of the United States would make the agonizing dezision to bring our
strategic nuclear forces into play.

Tet me stress, Mr. Chairman, that this would be the most agonizing
decision that any President of the United States would ever have to
make. We trust that no President will ever be forced to make such
a decision. And one should understand that this is a decision that
would not be lightly entered into by any man.

We recognize the cataclysmic effects of a recourse to nuclear weap-
ons. We believe the Soviet Union also recognizes vhis, as would any
future nuclear power of similar magnitude. Consequently, as long as
we can rely upon the rationality of national leaders of all nations,
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there is no danger, in my judgment, that that decision would be made
lightly.

I hgve spoken, Mr. Chairman, of the targeting changes. With re-
gard to the sizing of our nuclear forces, the existence of SALT gives
us cause for hope. The U.S. Government strongly adheres to the pro-
tocol of the 1972 Moscow agrecments, that neither side would attempt
to achieve strategic advantage relative to the other side. We are hope-
ful that as a result of SALT II, which is now going on, we can have
reductions in the strategic capabilities of both sides.

. .'The sizing issue is one that has to be separated from the targeting
issue. The targeting issue bears upon the effectiveness of our deter-
rent across the entire spectrum of risk. The sizing issue refers to the
need for the United States to maintain essential equivalence in rela-
tion to the strategic forces of the other paramount power in the world.

We must have that essential equivalence, Mr. Chairman. Not only
must we have a physical capability equivalent to that of the other
superpower, but this equivalence must also be perceived by all par-
ties around the world—not only by us because of what this perception
does to our own will; not only to the Soviets as they perceive the
military-political environment ; but also to the Europeans, to the Japa-
nese, to the Chinese, and to all other audiences who are vitally inter-
ested in the evolution of the worldwide military balance.

In the Non-Proliferation Treaty, Mr. Chairman, we and the Soviet
Union pledged to help protect all countries around the world from
nuclear war. This was done to encourage them to refrain from the
acquisition of nuclear weapons. But if the U.S. strategic umbrella is
perceived by audiences around the world to contain holes, then the
temptation of other countries to acquire nuclear weapons will increase.
As long as the United States maintains a strategic capability which
is the equivalent of that of the Soviet Union, we think that it is rea-
sonable for the Furopeans, the Japanese and others to see that the
United States offers adequate protection, thereby avoiding a scramble
for additional nuclear weapons, which in the next century would have
major unfavorable impacts on the security of the world.

In a classified session, Mr. Chairman, I shall go into recent devel-
opments with regard to the Soviet strategic forces. In this open ses-
sion I can only say that the Soviet strategic program, insofar as its
R. & D. activities are concerned, has had a depth and breadth that has
been surprising to us. Tts pace has been somewhat slower than we
might have anticipated. Some would have anticipated the develop-
ment of MIRVing capability by the Soviet Union prior to the sum-
mer of 1978, However, the Soviets do have in development. four new
ICBM’s of very enhanced throw weight. And, they have in produc-
tion now a new, long-range, submarine-launched ballistic missile. They
also have a new submarine program in operation. We want to avoid
undue alarm about these developments, Mr. Chairman, but we want
to view them prudently. We cannot say where the Soviets will be going
with these programs. We are not clairvoyant. But we do recognize
that these programs, associated as they are with the numbers and
throw weight 1mplicit in SALT I, provide the Soviets with the po-
tentiality of achieving strategic superiority vis-a-vis the United States
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if we fail to take the necessary actions. We hope that the Soviets and
ourselves will exhibit the approriate degree of restraint and that limi-
tations can be achieved through SALT II. But we cannot count on
that. And for that reason we have a number of options in our pro-
gram which enhance our R. & D. menu, options that the United States
may embrace in the event the Soviet Union fails tc exhibit the degree
of restraint we hope for in the months anead.

Mr. Chairman, in the long run, the critical variable with regard to
ICBM’s, is throw weight. Technological differences arise over time.
Consequently, we have been concerned about the potentiality in the
future—in the 1980’ in particular—of the Soviets achieving major
throw weight advantages. We have been satisfied with the numerical
and throw weight handicaps of the United States under SALT I be-
cause we have had technological advantages. But the events of last
summer indicate that those relative technological advantages are wan-
ing, and we must be prepared to offset any attempt by the Soviets to
achieve real or apparent strategic advantages over the United States
in the future.

In the past, Mr. Chairman, we have been concerried primarily about
the throw weight embodied in the Soviet SS-9 ICBM and its fol-
low-on, the SS—-18. The throw weight in the SS-18 will be approxi-
mately 20 to 30 percent larger than that of the S8-9. We thought in
the past that if we could deal with the throw weight embodied in the
S55-9 and the SS--18 follow-on, we would have a handle through nego-
tiations on the throw weight issue. We also thought that it was un-
wise for the Soviet Union to concentrate something on the order of
40 to 50 percent of their throw weight at a limited number of launch
sites. In our view, this was destabilizing, not only for us but for them,
and we thought that they would see the disadvantages in this. The situ-
ation has changed, however, as a result of the strategic programs of
the Soviet Union, which have now become clear to us.

The SS-11 ICBM has been the mainstay of their foree in the past.
There are two follow-on missiles to the SS-11, the SS-17 and the
S5-19. We are not surprised that they are planning to MIRV these
new vehicles—we expected that. We are not surprised that they would
have improved guidance as represented by on-board computers—we ex-
pect that. But what has been of special surprise is that these two
follow-ons to a lightweight missile have throw weights which are
two to three times the size of that of the SS-11. Consequently, we can
no longer be confident that we can deal with the issue of throw weight
simply by dealing with the SS-9 and the SS-18. We must now deal
with the throw weight issue as a whole.

Mr. Chairman, I noticed during the President’s state of the Union
address to the Congress last week that his statement that the United
States must never be the second best power in the world was the state-
ment most enthusiastically applauded by the Congress. And, we shall
be obligated to take the steps necessary to avoid circumstances in which
the United States does become secor:d best. That means grappling
with the issue of throw weight, because the Soviet follow-on ICBM’s
could give them throw welght advantages in their ICBM force of
approximately 5 to 1. This is a matter of concern to us in the Depart-
ment, and T am sure it is a matter of concern to this committee.
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As T have indicated, we are prepared to adhere to the objectives
and the constraints as we see them, of the Moscow protocol of 1972.
We are, therefore, introducing a number of options of our own that
are lower cost and more constrained in a number of ways than some
of our previous options. In particular, I should note that we are
investigating a new SSBN using the propulsion system principle of
the Narwhal attack submarine. We believe this would be a lower cost,
16-tube submarine that could be associated with the larger Trident in
a mix to assure our future SLLBM capabilities. We are prepared to go
in either direction with our SSBN forces, Hopefully, the Soviet Union
will show restraint with regard to some of these issues—throw weight
in particular—and that as a consequence, it will not be necessary for
the United States to go ahead with a vast Trident submarine pro-
gram. Rather, it could be a more measured program.

However, if the Soviet Union fails to exercise restraint in Salt IT,
then our replacement programs for the entire Poseidon fleet will be in
the divection of the large number of tubes, the large missiles and the
heavy throw weight represented by the Trident class submarine. By
contrast, we are prepared. to replace the Poseidon fleet in part with the
Narwhal class, with its lesser number of smaller tubes and smaller
throw weight. There are advantages on both sides, but we must be pre-
pared to maintain essential equivalence and this gives us the option of
going in either direction. This is one option in a sct of options that pro-
vide reassurance, I think, for those who are concerned about the per-
ceived trend and the potentiality in Soviet weapons development. And
it is a set of options that provide reassurance also to those who are con-
cerned about both the growth in cost of our own strategic program and
the desire for restraint. '

We are prepared to follow in any direction. And, therefore, since
arms control is a two-way street, we must recognize that at this stage
of the game it will be the pace set by the Soviet Union that determines
the size and composition of our strategic forces.

Mr. Chairman, as I have emphasized, the strategic forces provide
a framework. We trust that we need not have recourse to the strategic
forces and that the general purpose forces will be the ones of
importance.

I know that there is disagreement with me in this committee with
regard to our NATO commitments, and I can understand that. There
is a restlessness, I think, with what is perceived to be a failure of
the Europeans to do their share. And there is some basis for that
restlessness. ‘

But at the present time the Europeans do put up 80 percent of the
ready forces of NATO, and this is one of the most important part of
the worldwide balance. In our review of the commitments that the
United States has entered into since 1945, we must be discriminating. I
know there are many who feel that the United States entered indis-
criminately into commitments after 1945, and that it is time for a re-
view of those commitments. I agree that we must review our commit-
ments discriminately, But, Mr, Chairman, the worst thing of all would
be if the United States in reviewing commitments that some now per-
ceive to have been entered into indiscriminately in the period after
1945, were to abandon commitments indiscriminately. This is so be-
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cause many of those commitments are vital to the place and role of the
United States in the world today.

_ We can retreat to the North American Continent and we can survive
in the North American continent, but it would be a changed world,
one in which many of the better aspects of the American society would
be subject to strain. NATO is perhaps our most important commit-
ment. The Furopeans are doing more—1I shall be happy to review this
with the committee—and they should be doing more. But we must
maintain a deterrent in Furope—particularly in Central Jurope——
that never allows temptation to the forces arrayecl to the east of the
Elbe River. T do not wish to ascribe motives, but as long as we have a
balance nobody will be tempted. 7

I have discussed with our NATO friends what I call the NATO
triad, which is different in concept from our strategic triad. It is
based upon strategic forces primarily provided by the United States,
tactical nuclear forces that would be available in the event that West-
ern Furope started to be overrun, and a stalwart conventional capa-
bility. T believe that the Europeans ncw are more interested in that
stalwart conventional capability than they have been since the incep-
tion of NATO in 1949. And that is vitally important, because the de-
cision to use nuclear weapons will be an agonizing decision, not lightly
entered into by anybody nor lightly concurred in by the NATQO coun-
tries. In my judgment, we must, therefore, have a conventional capa-
bj]li:y in Central Europe to deter that component of the spectrum of
risk.

We are moving in that direction. The Furopean allies are strength-
ening their forces. There is much still to be done. But, if we are to
deter effectively across the entire spectrum of risk and to provide
Western Furope with the feeling that they have a stalwart capability,
then the United States must continue to participate in European
defense.

There are two motives for American forces being in Europe. One is
the American presence. I believe that we will have to maintain an
American presence. But a question that is quite rightly asked by mem-
bers of this committee and by Members of Congress is, do we need 414
divisions and 300,000 men in Europe in order to provide that Ameri-
can presence? It is quite correct to raise that question. If our purpose
is only to keep an American presence in Europe, we can do it with
less. But at the present time we have a rough balance between the
conventional capabilities in the NATC guidelines area, between the
NATO forces west of the Tlbe and the Warsaw Pact forces east of
the Elbe. Substantial reductions in the American contribution to that
conventional capability would upset that balance. I recognize that
there will be disagreement with this judgment, Mr. Chairman. But T
believe that it is strongly in the American interest to continue to make
that contribution as long as the allies do their share. And their share
will be an increasing share.

Collaboration in this area is a two-way street. Just as we have to
collaborate with the Soviets in regard to SALT and MBFR—we can-
not unilaterally determine the outcome—so we must continue to col-
laborate with our European allies. We cannot do it alone. In the past,
NATO, could rest its security on American nuclear superiority. That
option is not open to us today. In the past, the United States repre-
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sented 50 percent of the cconomic resources available in the world.
We are down to something on the order of 30 percent today. The
American public is not inclined to pick up the world burden unilater-
ally. We must have the collaboration of our allies, Mr. Chairman,
and I belicve we shall have that. .

I invite you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the Armed Services
and Appropriations Committees, to visit NATO this summer during
the recess. NATO is so important an aspect of American foreign
policy, as buttressed by American military capabilitics, that we can-
not, In my judgment, change our commitments there without a very
careful review. Congress wishes to make a careful review, and I
encourage all members of this committee to go to Europe and see
for themselves what the Europeans are doing, and also to see the im-
provement of our own forces in Europe as compared to the heights—
or the depths—of the Vietnamese war period.

We recognize also that this is a period in which the morale of the
Western societies is not at its peak. And, therefore, it behooves us
all to see what we can do to maintain that morale worldwide.

I have talked about the strategic balance and about the overall
balance in NATO. I should now like to say a word about the naval
balance, which also is relatively casy to quantify.

What has been, and what I think still should be called the Free
World, is an ocean world. It depends upon the sea lanes for com-
munication. We are asymetrically dependent upon the oceans. And,
in order to maintain a naval balance, we must have the assurance that
commerce can reasonably travel the seas. We have, in the course of the
last 4 budgetary years, reduced our naval forces from 979 ships to
526 ships today. During this same period of time, the Soviets have
introduced a number of improved vessels into their navy. They have
about 25 vessels with surface-to-surface missiles aboard which have
powertul antiship capabilities. In addition, the Soviets are acquiring
something of a blue-water navy. This is something of a change com-
pared to the past, when the U.S. Navy was truly paramount on the
world’s oceans. I do not want to exaggerate the Sovict naval threat,
nor do I subscribe to alarmist statements about the current superior-
ity of the Soviet fleet. I simply want to lay the facts before you. One
fact is that we must indeed retain a suitable naval balance. There are
circumstances and there are places in the world where the U.S. Nav
cannot go today with a high confidence of success. T think that this
was built into the cards. We continue to have some edge in naval capa-
bility, but we should adjust our naval strength so as to maintain a
worldwide balance with high confidence for the nations of the Free
World, which are in a sense maritime states.

Mr. Chairman, I will now review briefly for you the major char-
acteristics of the proposed Defense budget. We are up about $7.6 billion
in comparison to the President’s initial request of last year. Allowing
for the Israeli supplemental, it is up about $5 billion. Or, compared to
our current fiscal year 1974 request including the readiness supple-
mental, it is up about $5.5 billion.

1 offer, Mr. Chairman, no apologies for the size of our budget. It is
less than 6 percent of our GNP. It is a shrinking share of our national
expenditures. But $92.6 billion of appropriations still is a sizable
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amount. And we in the Department feel that we must justify that 6
percent to the American public. Unless we are able to justify it in
terms of both the vision of America’s role in the world—America’s
responsibilities—as well as in terms of the details of our force struc-
ture, you will be quite right to question it, Mr. Chairran.

I believe that this sum is necessary if the United States is to con-
tinue to fulfill its world responsibilities. I think that the budget is
about right. I do not suggest for a moment that there is not some pro-
gram that cannot be cut, nor that the budget is perfectly balanced. I
am suggesting that the budget is of the right magnitude for this period

of time.
TOA SUMMARY
FY 1974 & FY 1975
(BILLIONS,) ‘
FY 1974 FY 1975

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE 85.0 926"
ISRAELI SUPPLEMENTAL 22 -
ADDED PAY COSTS. ETC. 4 -

ADJUSTED REQUEST 87.6 92.6
CONGRESSIONAL CUT -3

STATUS AFTER CUT 84.3
READINESS SUPPLEMENTAL 28

CURRENT REQUEST 871

INCLUDES S5 4 B'LLICN FORANTICIPATED PAY INCREASE?
CONCLUDES S2 ZBUOION FOR ANTLIPATED PAY INDREARE .

Mr. Chairman, this is the change that has occurred between fiscal
year 1974 and 1975. And you note, the Congress cut about $3.3 billion.
The status after the cut and prior to the readiness supplemental that
we are proposing was about $34 billion. With that readiness supple-
mental 1t amounts to $87 billion. The readiness supplemental for 1974
is less than the cut that the Congress imposed. We are prepared to
live with that cut, but we did recognize that there were lessons that
had been learned in the Middle Eastern war.
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Senator SymrnaroN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ?

Mr. Secretary, how about the other supplements? Ilow about the
$3.4 billion in pay, for example?

Secretary ScirLesiNGer. The $3.4 billion for anticipated pay in-
creases was presented to this committee last year. That was included
in the $85 billion presented at that timo by the Department of De-
fense. Due to a change of Oilice of Management and Budget proce-
dures, rather than sending up those details and the detailed requests
last year, it was sent up this year. I don’t say whether that decision
was Tright or wrong. But that $3.4 billion in pay supplemental was
given to this committee at that time, and it was printed, Senator Sym-
mgton, in the President’s budget. I shall be happy to provide that
page of the 1974 budget for the record.

[The information follows:]

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY

Increase or

Account and functional code 1972 enacted 1973 estimate 1974 estimate . decrease (—)

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS
Federal funds

Intragovernmental funds:

Army management fund.. . ... . 051 0 1,300 oo ceccmeeceiicecmcememeemeans
Navy management fund..._.____._..._... 051 0 6, 299 940 7,976 7,038
Air Force management furd__..._ ... 051 O —357 5,000 620 —4,380
Total Federal funds revolving and manage- —~223,370 —707,915 —5605, 565 102, 350
ment funds.
ALLOWANCES
Federal funds
General and special funds:
Civilian and military pay raises.___.__..... 051 1780,000 . 12,885 000 2, 1C5, 000
1710,000 12,680,000 1, 970, 000
Ali-volunteer force. .. oo covoiomoaonas 051 2 150, 000 150, 000
2140, 009 140, 000
Military retirement systems reform..._... 051 2 390, 000 390, 000
2 370,000 370, 000
Total Federal funds allowances. .......... BA .. 780, 000 3,425,000 2,645,002
[0 RS 710, 600 3, 180, 000 2,480,000
TRUST FUNDS
Miscellaneous trust funds: Permanent, indefinite  BA 6, 621 6,730 6,643 —87
051 7,181 6, 515 6, 469 —50
Misceltaneous trust revolving funds.......... 051 © ~1,538 3,000 1,300 ~1,700
Total trust funds__ ..o ooceeeeae BA 6,621 6,730 6,643 -87
0 5,643 9, 515 7,765 —1,750
SUMMARY
Federal funds:
(As shown.in detail above). .. ..o coceooe BA 75,190,584 77,908,647 83,575,623 5, 666, 976
R ints: Propriet gA 75,257,744 74,301,585 78,293,635 3,992, 050
eductions for offsetting receipts: Proprietar _ _ _
receipts from the public. cooeo ... Ogl 0 } 106, 596 104’,800 95,100 9,700
Total Federal funds. ... __.____.... BA 75,083,988 77,803,847 83,480,523 5,676,676
0 75, 151, 148 74, 196, 785 78, 198, 535 4,001, 750

1 Proposed for later transmittal under existing legistation.
2 Proposed for later transmittal under proposed legislation.

The Cramrmax. Proceed, if you will. ) )
Secretary ScrirrstNaer. [ think that Senator Symington would like
to come back to that either now or later.
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Department of Defense Budget, fiscal year 1974 supplementals

[In millions of dollars]

Purpose
Force readinegs :
Fuel price increase 480
Middle east payback__ 231
Augmented force readiness 1, 397
Increased airlift capability 169
Accelerated modernization 516
Strategic program changes 25
Total 2,818
Military and civilian pay increases:
Jan. 1, 19738 —— 1, 495
Oct. 1, 1973 - 1, 060
B3 ) 2, 555
Retired pay cost of living increase:
July 1, 1973 - 287
Jan. 1, 1974 182
Total — 489
‘Wage board pay increases 236
Basic allowance for subsistence 107
Postal costs. 48
Total --= 6,233
Title
Military personnel 2, 000
Retired pay- - - 469
Operation and maintenance 1,742
Procurement ———— 1,772
Research, dev., test and evaluation 217
Military construction 29
Family housing 4
Total 8, 233
Component
Army _ 1, 872
Navy 1, 866
Air Force__ - 1,918
Defense agencies_. - e 104
Defense-wide 473
Total 6, 233

Secretary ScHLESINGER. Mr. Chairman, the readiness supplemental
to which we have referred for some period of time is indicated at the
top of this chart, and amounts to $2.8 billion approximately. As I
have underscored, this represents, in large part, the lessons that we
believe we have learned from the Middle East war. The first item, I
would say, is a consequence. We have noted that fuel has gone up in
price substantially, and that even with our reduced level of fuel con-
sumption we cannot live with the budgst that we received last year
for this year. We need to have relief with regard to the new costs of
fuel. And, depending on how fuel prices settle out, there is some uncer-
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tainty in what is the ideal sum in that area. That is relief that we will
need to have without question in fiscal year 1974.

In regard to the Middle East “payback,” as T have mentioned to you
before, Mr. Chairman, and to other members of this committee, the
Department of Defense supplied armaments to Israel in accordance
with the purchase 1grice of those armaments. We have taken them out
of inventory, which we have drawn down substantially. We are now
in the position of having to replace those items in the inventories. We
have discovered that the acquisition price today is substantially greater
than the acquisition price at which these items were initially acquired,
and that “payback” item represents the difference between the replace-
ment cost to us now and the price that the U.S. Government charged
to Israel for these equipments.

That “payback,” Mr. Chairman, is another short term item which
we need to order these equipments for inventory replacement. I think
if we go over these equipments in detail you will see that they are
required in our inventories and that this is an immediately necessary
and desirable item.

The third item of about $1.4 billion represents the true lessons, as
it were, of the Middle Fast conflict. We have discovered that our
inventories were low in certain categories of weapons, in particular
in those classes of modern munitions that were most effective during
the Middle East war—Maverick, Tow, Hobo, and Shrike, for example.
These are munitions that were highly effective, and we learned more
about their effectiveness during the course of the war. We also recog-
nized how low our inventories were. I shall discuss that with you In
more detail in a classified session. )

These are items that are necessary for the readiness posture of the
T.S. We must have them now, and I would be reluctant to see the
committee postpone this item until fiscal year 1975. )

Overall as a nation, we have been inclined to pay more attention
to force structure, base structure and support structure, and even to
modernization, than we have to the readiness of forces. But we must
have more than forces with a large and perhaps even generous base
structure to support the shrunken force structure of today. Our forces
mmust also be ready. And that means that their inventories must be
filled and recady for combat. Munitions must be available and the
forces must be equipped. During the Middle East war, we discovered
major weaknesses in our inventories of tanks, modern munitions, and
some of our more traditional munitions. These are items, Mr. Chair-
man, that are cssential for any modern defense establishment. If I
may summarize with regard to the fiscal year 1974 supplemental and
the fiscal year 1975 budget, we have not agked, save in this one area,
for any increase in force structure. And, as I have indicated, we are
phasing out our air defense capabilities, save those necessary to con-
trol the air space of the United States in a conventional role.

‘We do believe, Mr. Chairman, that our force structure should be
ready to fight, and that its inventory should be filled. Except for one-
third of a division for the Army, we have not asked for any increase
in force structure. In fact, our manpower request has shrunk some-
what. I shall get into that. But we must have appropriate readiness
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if American policymakers are to have real options. Therefore, we
must balance our forces so that their readiness reflects their inherent
capabilities.

To the extent that we have inereases in our budget above the normal
pay and inflation factors, they fall in the area of readiness and in the
area of R&D options. Aside from that, by and large, this budget
simply is a continuation of the trend that existed previously.

You will also be interested in the management of the resources of
this Department. As I said before, I have no apology to make with
regard to the size of this budget. However, we can manage our re-
sourees more effectively and we are attempting to do so. To the extent
that we are suceessful, we can take this either in the form of improved
capability or in the form of reduced expenditures in constant dollars.

It is my judgment, Mr. Chairman, that we are now at the moment
on the general purpose forces side when we must maintain those op-
tions other than suicide or surrender, and part of our management
task is to convert, not swords into plowshares, but fat into swords.
And we are proceeding to do so. We are having some important head-
quarters changes and reductions in the Army, which is taking the
lead in this area.

You have written to us, Mr. Chairman, about the reduction of our
headquarters and command structure. Senator Symington reviewed
our budget for fiscal year 1974, and in the report that he carried to the
floor, he included objections to the existing headquarters and com-
mand structure. We do not necessarily agree, Senator Symington,
in detail with every objection that you raised, but we agree with the
overall thrust of that report, which was that we need to review our
headquarters and command structure. We are in the process of review-
ing 1t, and we expect to have some major changes by next summer.

As I have indicated, the Army is making changss in this area. We
plan to take the resources in the Army that result from a reduction
in headquarters and convert them into additional combat capability,
which is the direction that, this commitiee would like us to follow. We
are taking the reduction in the Army component of our air defense
capabilities and converting these rescurces into additional general
purpose capability. :

ARMY HEADQUARTERS JILIMINATIONS

7.8, Army, Alaska.

U.8. Army Forees, Southern Command.
U.S. Army, Pacific.

Tascom, Hurope.

Fngineer Command, Europe.
ARADCOM.

U.8. Army Intelligence Command.

You have been briefed, Mr. Chairman, and the committee will be
briefed later, by General Abrams with regard to changes that the
Army is planning with respect to a reduction in command headquar-
ters. This will include the telescoping of several commands, the
elimination of six command structures, and a shrinkage of their head-
quarters here in Washington from 9,000 people to approximately 6,000
people. This is an area in which this committee has expressed particu-
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lar interest. And I am happy to say we are going to be particularly
‘Tesponsive in that area.

But in view of the overall thinness of our general purpose forces,
we must, I think, Mr. Chairman, be prepared to transform the re-
sources saved as a result of these adjustments into the additional com-
bat capability that is necessary

The only place in our budget that we have indicated an increase in
the force structure is the increase in the Army from 13 to 1314 divi-
sions. We are hopeful, Mr. Chairman, that by the end of the forth-
coming fiscal year we will have 14 divisions through a further reallo-
cation of resources. And, looking farther out into the future, we are
hopeful that we will begin to increase even further both the number
and the comhat capability of those divisions. This is the direction that
the Congress and this committee have been urging upon: the Depart-
ment for many years, and the Department is delighted to respond to
the suggestion.

We recognize however, that our manpower strength is going to be
circumscribed. We are down 20,000 men on a one-for-onc basis be-
tween oflicers and enlisted personnel. We are prepared to go even
further with regard to the reduction of officer strength if the Congress
will give us the necessary legislation. But there is an end to the road
in the process that we have been following in recent years, which is to
dump out reservists—good reservists frequently—in order to retain
regu})ars who are not as capable as are the reservists on active duty.

In equity to these people, they must have appropriate compensation
as they depart from the service; and in addition, we must have the
tools by which we can reduce appropriately the officer-enlisted ratio.
This committee has expressed its views in that area. We agree with
the committee. But we ask, will the committee and the Congress help
us with regard to the necessary tools for the further adjustment of
the officer-enlisted ratio?

I have already spoken about readiness and the importance of having
a balanced force. I have spoken to some extent about R. & ). And T will
say further that I do not regard the start of a R. & D. preject as in any
way implying that that R. & D. project must be carricd through to ac-
quisition and deployment.

We are further emphasizing the milestone approach in our R. & D.
Iven a successful technological development does not necessarily mean
that we should procure it for the force structure.

R. & D. provides a menu of options that enables the United States to
respond in the event that the strategic environment changes in a way
that we cannot predict with high confidence in advance, But if the
strategic environment does not require it, then we ought not to acquire
some or all of these options for the force structure. What we seek to
obtain is austere, low-cost developments which provide us with a menu
of options which may or may not be deployed.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, as you have observed in your opening state-
ment, there was major modernization during the Vietnamese War
period, and we are enjoying the fruits of that modernization today.
But it does imply block obsolescence around 1980 of some of our
forces—the F—4s, for example, that we acquired in the later sixites. The
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Air Force and the Navy are facing block obsolescence in some of those
capabilities, about which we would be delighted to talk to you in depth.
It is not an immediate problem. But I call this to your attention be-
cause in the later part of the decade we will be forced to deal with
block obsolescence for some of our air capabilities in the same way as
we are forced today to deal with the block obsoleszence of the naval
vessels that we acquired 30 years ago during the second world war.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I hope that it has been worthwhile for
you. The committee has been generous with its attention.

Thank you very much.

[Prepared. statement and posture statements follow :]

Mr. Chairman and Members of the committee, it is my privilege to present to
you the FY 1975 Defense program and budget. This is the first budget in a
decade or more that does not provide for the support of U.8. forces in combat.
At the same time, it i3 a budget that must carry us, through maintenance of a
military equilibrium, on the passage from the cold war toward a period of
enduring peace. In such a difficult period of transition, I have a special duty
to review with you the fundamental strategic issues that we face and the
basis on which we are developing what we consider to be our minimum peace-
time defense and deterrence posture.

As in the past, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Thomas H.
Moorer, will give you his report on our military posture. He will discuss in more
detail than I shall here the current and developing balance of military power.

1. TeE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION AND T'HE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT

The first issue we must face in our planning is how, at any given time, the
international situation should affect the shape of the U.S. defense establishment.
It is a well-worn truism that our forces exist to support our foreign policy, but
what operationally does that mean? Are there specific elements in the external
world that create the need for military capabilities, overseas deployments, mili-
tary assistance, and continuing programs of research and development? When
and how should changes in the international situation justify alterations in the
gize and composition of our force structure?

As you know, a number of factors external to the United States directly affect
our planning. I shall review them only briefly here.

1. Interests.—The divisions brought on by our involvement in Southeast Asia
have left an understandable desire on the part of many Amerieans for some respite
from foreign troubles and responsibilities. Buit recent events in the Middle East
have sharply reminded us that the United States still has very large and im-
portant moral, political, and economic interests outside its borders, and that
these interests may require military protection. Recent events have also under-
lined the extent to which distant troubles can effect and even jeopardize the
United States itself unless our defenses are strong.

2. Opposing Capabilities.—It is no secret that, in the past, certain nations have
shown themselveg hostile to the worldwide :nterests of the United States and
have acquired the military capabilities to threaten them-—and us. We live in
the constant knowledge that the Soviet Union, at any time, could launch a nu-
clear attack—large or small—on the United States itself, and that the Peoples’
Republic of China (PRC) could well develop at least a modest capability for
such an attack during the next decade.

It is generally agreed that some relationship must exist between these threaten-
ing capabilities and the defense posture of the United States. Indeed, we consider
it fundamental that at all times we must have available a sufficiency of ready
strategic offensive forces to retaliate against a Soviet nuclear attack.

The Soviet Unlon, its partners in the Warsaw Pact, and the PRC also main-
tain large and ready general purpose forces. These forces are in fact the most
usable clements of their considerable and diversified power. It is noteworthy,
however, that many Americans do not insist on a comparable availability and
readiness for U.8. and allied general purpose forces, and even suggest that in a
period of nuclear parity we should reduce them below their current levels.
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It would be economically intolerable, inefficient and certainly undesirable for
the United States by itself to develop a force structure that mirrors this entire
range—the Soviet Union, the Warsaw Pact, the PRC—of potential threats. In
any event, the Soviet Union iy the only other superpower in the international
political arena. Accordingly, it is primarily in light of Soviet capabilities that we
must judge the adequacy of our own nuclear and non-nuclear deterrent forces.

3. Commitments, Confingencies, and Objectives—Another factor shaping our
overall defenge posture is the large number of formal commitments for mutual
defense that the United States has accumulated since World War II. Not count-
ing the collective security provisions of the United Nations Charter, we are
allied to more than 40 nations in nine multilateral and bilateral treaties. In -
addition, we have informal but nonetheless real commitments to other nations
that our defense programs must take into account.

These commitments are important to both our nuclear and our non-nuclear
force planning. In varying degrees they reflect an obligation to maintain mili-
tary capabilities in support of our allies. They give us insights about the types
of contingencies that could arise and about the threats that require deterrence.
They also enable us to share the burden of collective security with a number of
other nations. In some instances they lead us to provide military assistance as
a substitute for the maintenance of additional U.8. forces and their deployment
abroad.

Above all, when worldwide equilibrium and orderly change constitute basic
U.S. objectives, commitments and contingencies tell us where points of potential
pressure exist and where, for purposes of deterrence, specific balances of military
power must be maintained. On that score, I believe that we must keep a visible
strategic nuclear balance, contribute to a number of regional balances—in Europe
and Asia—and help to ensure the freedom of the seas, as has been the long
tradition of the United States.

II. Pr.ANNING THE FORCES

In light of these factors, we can arrive at the specific nuclear and non-nuclear
forces required for a particular contingency. But those factors do not auto-
matieally dictate what overall force structure the United States should main-
tain in this period of transition. Not only does the final calculus depend on a
number of additional considerations, including various perceptions of the key
military balances, it also turns on our assessment of the international environ-
ment and the degree of menace that it poses to our essential interests.

All through the previous decade—quite apart from our special buildup for
Southeast Asia—my predecessors interpreted these factors to mean that we
should maintain active and reserve forces (nuclear and non-nuclear) sufficient
to deter hostilities by:

Giving us counterforce and damage-limiting options, as well as the ability
to retaliate with devastating power against cities, even after a surprise nu-
clear attack by the USSR ;

Coping simultaneously with two major contingencles (one in Europe
and one in Asia) and one minor contingency ;

Maintaining superiority in a war at seca and control the sea lines of com-
munication necessary to the support of our forces and allies overseas.

Admittedly the assessment of the international situation during that decade
was more pessimistie than our current estimate. But it also is noteworthy that the
large active forces then at our disposal were intended in most contingencies, to
operate in conjunction with allies and to receive early reinforcement from our
reserves and the draft. Indeed, despite a peacetime military establishment of
2.7 million men and women, we added another 900,000 (starting in 1965) both to
strengthen our forces in Southeast Asia and to maintain our capability to deal
with other contingencies. Only in 1969, with the advent of this Administra-
tion, did a significant reduction in the force begin to take place.

ITI. Ter CURRENT FORCES AND THEIR COSTS

Since that time, estimates of the international situation have become more
optimistic, in large measure because of initiatives taken by the United States.
To the extent that we now consider the political environment less threatening, it
is largely because President Nixon terminated the U.S. military involvement in
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Vietnam, made successful diplomatie overtures to Peking and Moscow, achieved
agreements in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (with the Anti-ballistic
Misgile Treaty and the Interim Offensive Agresment), and began the negotiations
on mutual force reductions in Central Europe, As you know, U.S. force levels have
declined substantially in the wake of these initiatives.

The results are shown in the attached table. Not only has the general purpose
force structure now fallen well below the peak levels of 1968, it is actually smaller
than it was in 1964. In other words, we maintain a much more modest defense
establishment in 1974 than was considered necessary in peacetime only a decade
ago. B is equally noteworthy, however, that the considerations which affeet our
defeuse planning are no less demanding. The sheer physical threats, as measured
by the military capabilities of potential advercaries, have actually increased dur-
ing the last ten yéars. At the same time, so have our foreign interests, with ex-
panded external investments, a larger volume of international trade, and growing
dependence on raw materials from sources overseas. Meanwhile, our political
commitments remain essentially constant, as do the capabilities of our allies.

To underline these developments, and particularly the decline in the U.S. de-
fense posture, is not to imply disapproval of previous initiatives, although some
of the force cuts may have gone too deep. Nor is it to pretend that, in real terms,
we now have a small defense budget as a result of the reductions in our force
structure. It is true, of course, that defense outlays are consuming a decreasing
fraction of our gross national product (now less than 69) and federal revenues.
It is also true that in constant FY 1975 prices, we are spending $8 billion less
than in 'Y 1964, the last pre-Vietnam budget year. Nevertheless, by any measure,
$85.8 billion is a large outlay. The nation should understand, however, that the
total looks so large—and is so large—compared with the $50.8 billion we were
paying for defense in 'Y 1964 primarily because of four factors:

In fiscal year 1975

[In billlons of eurrent dollars]

The remaining costs of Southeast Asia-related support__ . ____________ 1.8
The increase in military retirved pay since fiscal year 1964________________ 4, 8
The growth in military and civil service pay and allowances since fiscal
year 1964 o 21.1
The effects of inflation on the purchase of goonds and services since fiscal
year 1964____ ________ N _— - 14. 4
Total cost growth_ e 42.1

‘Were it not for these factors, we would be maintaining our baseline force
structure—the posture we design for long-term, steady-state, peacetime pur-
poses—for about $43.7 billion. However, inflation and real pay increases (not
cost-of-living increases) granted prior to the end of the draft have been sub-
stantial since 1964.

Because our society decided on grounds of equity to maze military and civil
service pay comparable to remuneration in the private sector of the economy,
the bill for defense has gone up by a large amonut. Despite the resulting burden,
I doubt that we would want to reverse earlier decisions and implicitly tax our
military personnel for service to the country—with or without the draft. In-
stead, I believe we will want to accept the fnct that, becanse of truly national
decisions in favor of equity-—shared in by the executive and legislative branchés
alike—a unit of defense is now more expensive than it was ten years ago. Whether
we can bring these unit costs down, and whaether we should consider reviving
the draft at some future date, are separable issues that I shall discuss later in
more detail.

IV. THE BASELINE REQUIREMENT

Because defense spending appears so high compared with the past, and be-
cause the international environment is less hostile, we have faced and will con-
tinue to undergo pressures to reduce our defense posture still further, to cut
back unilaterally on our strategic offensive forces, and to thin out our baseline
deployments overgeas. Despite these pressures, I believe that we have already
overshot the mark in previous reductions, and that, to the extent that we can ex-
pand the combat structure (particularly where the. general purpose forces are
concerned) without adding real costs, we should be authorized to do s0. I have
Several grounds for this view.
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This is the first peacetime defense budget in many years. Nevertheless, I
‘wotuld be remiss if I pretended that our neced for military strength is substan-
tially less than it was a decade ago, before our major deployments to Southeast
Asia, It is true that our relationships with the USSR and the PRO have im-
Dbroved since then; Sino-Soviet differences are more visible; and we no longer
think it so important to insure against simultaneous conflicts in Europe and
Asia. But, as I have already indieated, the military capabilities of those na-
tions in a position to threaten our interests have not declined, they have in-
creased. There is, in fact, no evidence whatsoever that unilateral reductions
-induce reciprocity on their part. Considering the cuts we have already made,
further reductions should now be dependent upon international agreement with
potential adversaries. And, with SALT and MBFR, we have created the mecha-
nisms for just such hoped-for reductions. While we await their results, growth
in the force structure brought about by increased military efficiency should not
be denied us, especially since estimates of our baseline requirements are not
precise to the last detail.

Ag T hardly need remind you, to move from a state of cold war through a con-
dition of detente and improved diplomatic comniunication to an era of greater
mutual trust an cooperation between Bast and West is an involved and lengthy
process. It is particularly difficult when our negotiating partners in the enter-
prise are closed societies. As recent events in the Middle East have demon-
‘strated, tests of will and resolution may be with us for some time to come, and
military strength appropriately displayed will play a meaningful role in their
- resolution,

Furthermore, unlike the role circumstances and disposition allowed us to play
prior to World War II, we now unavoidably have the leading part in the de-
fense arrangements of the free world. There is no substitute among the other
industrialized democracies for the power of the United States. Whereas prior
to World War II the United States could serve as the arsenal of democracy and
its great reserve force, now we constitute democracy’s first line of defense. There
is no longer any large and friendly shield of defenses behind which we can take
two or more years to mobilize our forces. It is our own ready defenses that con-
stitute so much of the deterrent shield. )

Nor is that all. We must also recognlze that large and abrupt changes in our
posture and deployments could well produce major effects in the world—not
only on the ealculations of the USSR and the PRC, but also on the perspectives
of our allies and on such long-term trends as nuclear proliferation. We are not
the policeman of the world, but we are the backbone of free world collective
security.

To summarize, this is not only the first defense budget of the post-Vietnam
era; it iy also the first defense budget for what President Eisenhower once
called the long haul. Short of a sudden and dramatic improvement in the inter-
national environment, this means that we must provide offsetting power to the
multiple capabilities of. potential foes. Deterrence must operate across the entire
spectrum of possible contingencies; we cannot afford gaps in its coverage that
might invite probes and tests. As far ahead as we can see, a triad of strategic
nuclear, tactical nuclear and conventional forces will be required.

In such circumstances, the foree structure we propose for FY 1975 and the
years that follow must rest on the concepts and methods that I have alluded to
here. That is to say, U.S. interests, the potential threats to them, our commit-
ments, the range of contingencles that might arise, allied capabilities, and our
conception of the role we should play in world affairs, must continue to shape
the defense posture and budget of the United States.

V. RESOURCES AND PROGRAMS : F'ISCAL YEAR 1974 SUPPLEMENTAL AND FISCAL YEAR
1975 BuUDGET .

The President’s budget proposal you received on 4 February was developed
within this overall context, and includes requests for both FY 1974 Supple-
mentals—ithe result of pay and price increases and necessary readiness improve-
ments—and the FY 1975 budget.

The fiscal year 197} Supplemental requests total $6.2 billion in addition to the
amounts already appropriated by the Congress, raising the proposed IY 1974
Total Obligation Authority (TOA) to $87.1 billion. Of this Supplemental qmounp,
$3.4 billion is required for pay and rate increases. The balance of $2.8 billion is
required to maintain the desired readiness level of U.S. forces.
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This “readiness supplemental’’ is largely the result of our recent Middle Rast
experiences and includes fuel price increases in the amount of $480 million. Also
included are the extra costs of our arms supply to Israel, consisting of increased
operations and maintenance costs and the additional costs for replacing in U.S.
inventories the material provided to Israel. These extra costs amount to $231
million.

The Supplemental request also reflects the most urgent deficiencies in the
condition of our forces that were made apparent by the Middle East hostilities.
‘With these things in mind, I have included $1,897 million to improve the readi-
ness of our forces, $169 million to increase our airlift capability, and $516 mil-
lion to buy certain high-value weapons and equipment which are now in short
supply in our Services.

The readiness improvements include adding to our ammunition stocks, reduc-
ing the maintenance backlog on our ships and equipment, making sure pre-
positioned equipment is ready for use, improving onr defense suppression capa-
bilities, and purchasing short-supply items important for overall readiness.

The airlift improvements I recommend are: modest first steps in a more funda-
mental examination of our airlift capabilities which I believe is necessary. These
first steps include buying additional C-5 and C-141 spare parts, developing a
stretched version of the C-141, and examining the possibilities for relatively
inexpensive improvements to civil airlift to parmit them to carry military cargoes
in an emergency.

The FY 1975 budget request in TOA is $92.6 billion, an increase of $5.5 billion
over FY 1974, and outlays for FY 1975 are estimated at $85.8 billion. This request
is a substantial one, but I offer no apologies for it. It bears directly on whether
or not the United States will continue to fulfill the responsibilities it has around
the world. In real terms, moreover, it means doing no more than holding our own
as compared to FY 1974, for the $5.5 billion increase is wholly consumed by pay
and price increases. In fact, the FY 1975 budget in constant dollars is smaller
than the FY 1964 budget of a decade ago. Similarly, the TY 1975 budget outlays
continue for the second year to claim less than six percent of the gross national
product—the lowest allocation of resources ro Defense since FY 1950—and con-
tinue also the declining trend of Defense spending as a percent of the total fed-
eral budget, at 27.2 percent for FY 1975.

We do propose in the FY 1975 budget certain new emphases which are meant
to insure that we have the ability to maintain in the future a worldwide equi-
librium of military force. This requires that {here be a stable balance of strategic
forces, of general purpose forces—particularly in central Europe—and of mari-
time forces. With this in mind, the FY 1975 program reflects these significant
trends in our forces:

We will continue to maintain the triad of ICBM, SLBM and bombers in our
strategic forces, iImproving them and replacing them as appropriate, within the
confines of the SALT I agreements.

‘We will proceed with several strategic systems research and development
programs which might serve either as replacements for existing allowed systems
or as hedges against the uncertain results of SALT Il

We will decrease our active Air Defense of the continental United States,
reducing the number of air defense fighter squadrons and SAM batteries. With-
out an effective antimissile defense, preclucled to both the U.S. and USSR by
the. ABM Treaty of 1972, a defense against Soviet bombers is of little practical
value. We will, however, retain the capability to protect *he sovereignty of our
airspace and to defend against limited threats.

‘We will continue improvements in our strategic command and control systems.

In our general purpose force structure, we will halt, and in some areas reverse,
the steady reductions that have occurred since 1968.

‘We will increase the number of active Army divisions, from 13 to 1314,
add new battalions to.existing understrength divisions, and convert certain
infantry units into armored and mechanized units. We will do this within
manpower authorizations, by making reductions in headquarters and support
establishments.

For the first time In many years, we will be adding more new ships to the
fieet than we will be retiring from the fleet, thus reversing the trend that
brought ns from 979 general purpose stips in 1968 to 526 ships at the end
of FY 1974,

‘We will apply the lessons of the recent Middle Bast war, by giving high priority
to programs such as modern antitank weapons: tanks; air defense of land forces
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and its opposite, defense suppression; improved munitions and meore substantial
stocks, aireraft shelters, and the like.

‘We will improve our readiness by accelerating aircraft modifications and re-
works, restoring ship overhaul schedules, and other maintenance,

We will increase our total airlift and sealift capability, as far as possible
through the use of existing resources, commercial as well as military, Allied
as well as our own, in order to be able to deploy divisions even more rapidly to
Europe in an emergency.

Chief procurement programs for strategic forces involve continuation of pro-
duction of Minuteman III missiles at the minimum rate, completing SSBN con-
version to Poseidon, and the continuation of the TRIDENT SSBN and air-
launched missile programs. In addition, there are several research and develop-
ment programs underway as replacements for existing systems allowed under
SALT T or as hedges against the uncertainty of SALT IT and the lapsing of the
Interim Agreement. These R&D initiatives include continued development of the
B-1, Advanced ICBM technology, the cruise migsiles, advanced ballistic missile
re-entry systems and technology (ABRES), and a new, smaller SSBN. No pro-
duction decisions on these systems have been taken or are required this year.
In addition we will complete deployment of SAFEGUARD at Grand Forks, and
continue our ABM technology development. We will not go ahead with antiballis-
tie missile. defense of the national capital area at the present time. Desgpite the
enormous importance of strategic programs, TOA for FY 1975 comes to $7.6 bil-
lion, or only 8.4 percent of the total budget, as compared to a TOA in 1964 of
$8.5 billion (16.7 percent of the budget).

The major land force procurement and development programs involve tank/
antitank, air defense, surface-to-surface missiles and mobility systems. The
principal procurement programs are the M60 tanks and TOW and DRAGON
antitank missiles on an accelerated schedule, the SEA-COBRA and COBRA-
TOW attack helicopters, the improved HAWK surface-to-air missile system, and
the Pershing and Lance surface-to-surface missile systems. The major develop-
ment programs are for a new main battle tank, a mechanized infantry combat
vehicle, an advanced attack helicopter, testing of alternative mobile, short range
air defense systems, and the continued development of a tactical transport and
heavy lift helicopter,

In order to maintain naval forces of adequate size and capabilities for the
future, in the face of obvious budgetary limitations, we are giving great emphasis
in our FY 1975 programs to the high/low mix concept for our surface fleet.
Accordingly, we look to the Sea Control Ship and Patrol Frigate to take on
tasks in lower threat areas previously undertaken by aircraft carriers and de-
stroyers. We are also continuing in 1975 our emphasis on ASW capabilities,
on acquiring an antiship missile (the HARPOON), and in pursuing new tech-
nology for the 1980’s. The chief procurement programs are a continuation of
the DD-963 destroyer programs, and the DLGN-38 nuclear frigates; the design
and procurement of the Sea Control Ship, the patrol frigate, carrier and land-
based ASW aircraft and helicopters, antiship missiles, attack submarines, am-
phibious assault ships, and a number of supporting systems. For the longer term,
we are exploring surface effect technology and its implication for our surface
fleet.

Tactical air forces programs this year reflect the application of the high/low
‘mix concept. Major procurement programs include the F~14A and F-15 which
will replace a portion of the long-service, F—4 tactical fighter. There will also be
more of the latest versions of several Navy attack aireraft—the A—4M, A-GE
and A-TH. We have included in the FY 1975 budget the initial procurement
funds for the A-10 close air support aircraft, and development funds for new
light-weight fighters, both examples of low cost but capable systems tailored
to particular missions against limited threats. We also include funds for the
initial procurement of 12 tactical AWACS airborne warning and control air-
craft which are expected to improve in significant measure our ability to control
tactical air operations and to provide long range airborne surveillance and warn-
ing for our tactical air forces. Finally, we are giving greater emphasis in our
FY 1975 procurement and development programs to systems that will logate,
identify and suppress ground air defenses. In this regard, we will continue
procurement of the BEA-6B tactical jamming aircraft as well as a number of new
development efforts. .

We are not proposing new procurement programs for our mohility forces in
FY 1975. Instead, we propose to make our existing forces more ready and capable
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of more extensive operations, by higher crew ratio and more certain availability
of spare parts and the like. We also propose to modify all of the existing C-141
cargo aircraft to increase their capacity by about 80 percent. We are studying
ways to identify and mobilize necessary shirping early in a crisis.

We are working with our Allies to insure greater cooperation and availability
of Allied sealift resources in an emergency. We are also proposing in the FY
1975 budget to modify civilian aircraft in cooperation with U.S8. commercial
airiines in order that they might have the necessary capaclity to meet the mili-
tary- eargoes requirements and be available in time of need. This, of course, is a
much less expensive alternative than buying and maintaining our own larger
airiift fleets. Our overall aim, underlined by the Middle Bast hostilities, is to
improve substantially our. strategic airlift capacity to deploy forces overseas
swiftly in time of crisis,

V1. PERSONNEL ¥OR IDEFENSE

One side, and traditionally the less publicized side, of the Defense programs
are the weapon systems and equipment programs I just discussed. The other
and now more costly side is manpower. In 'Y 1975 we are aiming to maintain
a peacetime deterrent force structure of sufficient size, quality and readiness
by using our manpower more efficiently with particular emphasis on getting
more combat capability by reducing headquarters and supgort structure. And we
will continue programs to improve the quality of life in the military services..

These are formidable tasks. Ifirst, our force structure is much smaller than it
has been in more than two decades, and smeller by almost 40 percent from the-
1968 Vietnam peak. We cannot prudently aliow it to shrink further. Moreover,.
we must take steps to increase our readiness and to continue to evercome nagging
deficiencies, Second, F'Y 1975 will complete the transition to the All Volunteer:
Force: and, despitc our smaller active force, we still must recruit one of every
three eligible and available men to man the force adequately. We will increase
also recruiting of young women. Attracting £nd retaining a sufficient number of
qualified individuals will perhaps be our mcst significant personnel test in FY
1975. We obviously will have to use our personnel resources more efficiently.

Third, we must improve the organization and readiness of the Reserve and
National Guard so that they can assume their increasingly important role in
our total security posture. And finally, we must do all of this at as low a cost
as is possible, since manpower already consumes approximately 55 percent of
the Defense Budget and further increases would jeopardize both needed im-
provement in readiness and weapons development programs. It is clear not only
that the best efforts of the Defense Department will be required to succeed, but
also that we must have the active support of the Congress and the American
people as well.

Doing our best to make the volunteer torce work is one of our highest
priorities. At the end of the first full year of operation of rhe volunteer concept,
the Department of Defense is within one percent of required end strength. The
Army, which requires the largest numbers of men is thres percent short of its
end strength and has recently been meeting its monthly reeruiting objectives..
This is a favorable development, but obviously one which will bear continuing
close scrutiny, especially in light of the requirement recently imposed by the
Congress that at least 82 percent of all new enlistees be of average or above
average mental ability and that at least 55 percent be high school graduates.
Although the overall record for DOD this fiscal year has been 89 percent with
respect to mental ability and 66 percent for high school graduates, it is expected’
that the high school graduate requirement will cause us some problems in meet-.
ing Army and Marine Corps recruitment goals. Given the uncertainty of the im-
pact of this requirement, we are presently projecting a shortfall of between
10,000 and 20,000 in Army end strength at the end of this fiscal year. This would
represent a 1.3 percent to 2.6 percent shortfall in Army end strength, a tolerable:
shortage. :

I cannot say yet, despite the encouraging signs of the moment, whether the
volunteer force ultimately will work. But it is far too early to entertain thoughts:
about returning to a system of conseription. Moreover, while cost is mot the
only factor in deciding between the volunteer force and the draft, I would
caution that the cost savings associated with a return to the draft appear to be
minimal unless the Congress unexpectedly :lters the rule of eomparability im
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military pay, a rule which was made on' ity own merits and which predates the
decision to pursue a volunteer force.

VII. New DIRECTIONS

Looking ahead, I already have directed the addition of more deterrent options;
than we have previously had available for our strategic nuclear forces, and such;
modifications in targeting doctrine:as might bé necessary.to.achieve. them. In,
an era of nuclear parity, we cannot and should not rely primarily on the threat:
of massive replies to deter the great variety of contingencies that could arise in.
a nuclear crisis. Our current force structure is such as to permit much greater-
flexibility in our contingency planning without. any erosion of our assured
destruction reserve. - - .

But I stress that each step we take in the strategic field is designed to bolster-
deterrence, which remains the cornerstone of our strategic philosophy. '

However, as I also have indicated, the size and character of our strategie-
nuclear foreces could change significantly, depending on the outcome of SALT:
We cannot now know the outcome of those negotiations; however, and therefore.
I am proposing a number of research and development programs which would:
enable us to respond in kind in order to maintain the delicate balance of deter-.
rence, should the Soviefs decide to deploy a more efficient counterforce capa-.
bility than they now deploy. We would prefer, of course, that neither side take.
this step. Instead, we would rather see the strategic forces reduced by mutual:
agreement. But we are determined to preserve an essential strategic equilibrium.
with the USSR both in capabilities and'in targeting options. '

I also am devoting considerable time and attention to NATO and to the future.
of our general purpose forces there, My purpose has been to begin a process aimed:
at achieving, over the next three years, two fundamental security objectives:
necessary to sustain an adequate defense posture:

Tirst, the construction of a satisfactory basis for maintaining an ade-
quate overall NATO security posture for the long haul, including balanced
forces with rational missions credible to our adversaries and ourselves.

Second, an equitable adjustment of burdens to put United States partici-
pation in NATO, and the United States military presence in Europe, on a
solid, durable foundation acceptable to both the United States Congress and
public, and to our Allies. . .

I believe we will be successful on both points.

Also, in our general purpose forces, we are aiming to reduce the support strue-
ture and strengthen our combat forces wherever possible. I believe we can make,
reasonable gaing here without any sacrifice in essential command and support:
functions. I already have noted the additional Army units being raised in this
way. during this fiscal year. To make this program work, however, we must allow-
the Army, within its budget, the incentive of retaining the increased capability
that it obtains by trading in support for more combat forces,

‘We have now had sufficient experience with our strategic airlift to demon-
strate its high utility both in standard contingencies and in the more “off-design’*
cases for which we do not specifically buy forces. Furthermore, at an appropriate.
time in the future, strategic airlift will enable us to increase our CONUS-based
strategic reserve without any reduction in our support for forward defense in
key areas of commitment. Strengthening the strategie reserve, in turn, will mean
fewer forces tied to specific theaters and greater flexibility in their allocation
during a crisis. We will be looking for opportunities to inerease our airlift capa-
bility, and have included some of our ideas in the current budget.

Deputy Secretary of Defense William P. Clements and I are pursning the
“fly-before-buy” and “Hi-Lo” policies initiated by Secretaries Laird and Packard
to see whether we cannot further drive down unit costs on our more sophisticated
weapons and at the same time substitute quantity for gquality in a number, of'
areas. In many situations, large numbers of relatively uncomplicated systems
may prove more cffective than equal-cost but much smaller numbers of highly
complex delivery vehicles. As yet, however, I cannot give you a final recom-
mendation on the precise mix of high and low technologies that we should
have in such mission areas as interdiction and close air support, field army-
defense, and sea control. We do have a number of programs already underway,
such as the A-10, the Patrol Frigate and the Sea Control Ship, which I believe.
are procceding in the right direétion, e
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In general, as we deal with these and other specific problem_s in our adj}lst-
ment to a long haul posture, there are five basic principles which, in my view,
should guide the future conduct of this department. They are that:

The safety of the United States, its citizens, and their lawful pursuits
continues to depend on the maintenance of a strong defense estabh_shmen_t.
Accordingly, we who represent this department must not be reticent in
stating the needs we have or the pride we feel in the performance of the
duties for our nation.

We have the regponsibility, not only tc the United States itself but also
to our friends throughout the world, to assure the military balance so
necessary to deterrence and a more enduring peace. Other nations led in
that responsibility for most of the first two centuries of our national
existence; now the cloak of leadership unavoidably embraces, us, and we
must make the long-term effort to bear it.

The men and women of the Department of Defense are without peers
ag servants of the nation. It does not follow, however, that patriotism can
proceed without respect. We must give them the respect, dignity and sup-
port that are their due. Equal opportunity will continue to be a DOD watch-
word.

To stress our needs is not to ignore an equal obligation, to use our
citizens’ resources wisely. We must continue to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of our forces and to add to the arsenal of deterrence.

We can and must become increasingly competitive with potential adver-
saries in a more fundamental sense. We must not be forced out of the
market—on land, at sea, or in the air. Xli Whitney Lelongs to us, not to
our competitors. He, rather than the medieval craftsmen of Mont St.
Michael and Chartres—however magnificent and unijque their art—must
once more become our model.

I cannot say at this juncture exactly what the long haul holds for this
Department. But I can say that unless we are to plan ony by intuition we must
continue to build our peace structure on the hard facts of the international
envilz;ti)nanent rather than on gosamer hopes for the imminent perfectability of
mankind. ‘

HISCAL YEAR 1975 DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE BUDGET
SUMMARY OF SELECTED ACTIVE MILITARY FORCES:

Actual Estimated
June 30, 1964 June 30, 1973 lune 30, 1974  June 30, 1975

Strategic Forces: i
Intercontinental ballistic missiles:

Minuteman_____.________ .. 600 1,000 1,000 1,000
Titan 11___________ - 108 54 54 54
Polaris-Poseidon missiles __ 336 656 656 656
Strategic bomber squadrons 78 30 28 127
Manned ﬁﬁhter interceptor squadrons 40 7 7 6
Army Air defense firing batteries 107 21 21 0

General purpose forces:
LandAforcez; .
rmy divisions.__.___ ... 16 13 13 13
Marine Corps divisions.__. " 3 3 3%
Tactical air forces:

Air Force wings__...__ 21 22 73 22
Navy attack wings.. 15 14 14 14
Marine Corps wings 3 3
Naval forces:
Attack and antisubmarine carriers....___..___. 24 16 14 15
Nuclear attack submarines 19: 60 61 67
Rthe[r‘_\'r;prshlps._.It_.ﬁ:____ Iilgg 242 186 191
mphibious assault ships_...._______________ 66 5
Airlift and sealift forces: b 6 %
Strategic airlift squadrons:
C-5A ] 4 4 4
1] 13 13 13
100 53 2 32

1 Reflects reorganization; total number of strategic bombers remain:. unchanged from fis:al year 1974,

[For supplemental request chart see p. 18.]
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ARMY ELIMINATIONS

o U.S. ARMY, ALASKA

o U.S. ARMY FORCES, SOUTHERN CMD
o U.S. ARMY, PACIFIC

e TASCOM, EUROPE

e ENGINEER CMD., EUROPE

"o ARADCOM

o U.S. ARMY INTELLIGENGE CMD.

29-464—74—pt. 1—

Approved For Release 2006/02/07 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700030014-1



Approved For Release 2006/02/07 :ﬁA-RDP75BOO380R000700030014-1

THE DEFENSE IMPACT PERCENTAGE SHARE OF:
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TOA SUMMARY
FY 1974 & FY 1975

(BILLICNS)]
FY 1974 FY 1975

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE 85.0 92.6**
ISRAELI SUPPLEMENTAL , + 2.2 -
ADDED PAY COSTS, ETC. + 4 -

ADJUSTED REQUEST 87.6 92.6
CONGRESSIONAL CUT ~33

STATUS AFTER CUT 84.3
READINESS SUPPLEMENTAL +28

CURRENT REQUEST , 811

*INCLUDES $3.4 BILLION FORANTICIPATED PAY INCREASES.
“* INCLUDES $2.2 BILLION FOR ANTICIPATED PAY INCREASES.
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TIMPTO0 DEPLOY NON-PREPOSITIONED DIVISIONS AND INITIAL SUPPORT TO NATO
AS FUNCTION OF 5-YEAR PROGRAM COSTS
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INVESTMENT OUTLAYS IN CONSTANT (FY 1975) PRICES
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DOD MILITARY AND MAP
FY 1984 PROGRAM AT FY 1975 PRICES

(OUTLAYS, SMILLIONS)
ACTUAL PAY RAISES CosT
FY 1964 AND PRICE AT FY 1975
OUTLAYS INCREASES PRICES
MILITARY BASIC PAY $ 8351 178.3% "~ $23,689
MILITARY ALLOWANCES 4415 62.1% 1,254
CIVIL SERVICE PAY 7,305 84.3% 13,462
PURCHASES 2_9LBB ﬂ% 46,830
SUBTOTAL, EXCLUDING
RETIRED PAY. 43571 84.0% ——p 91,235
RETIRED PAY ﬂ 95.3% _EE_G;Z
TOTAL wne wa S50
REDUCTION IN PROGRAM EXCLUDING -RTE—T-IFED PAY: 311,;1;—— T
FY 1975 DEFENSE BUDGET, EXCLUDING RETIRED PAY 3 $79,789
RETIRED PAY 6,011
TOTAL FY 1975 DEFENSE BUDGET $85,800
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DEPARTMENT OF GEFENSE BUDGET

FINANCIAL SUMMARY
(BILLIONS OF $)

CURRENT DOLLARS
TCGTAL OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY

w FY 1964 FY 1968 FY 1974 FY 1975
Strategic Forces 8.5 1.2 6.9 ‘ 7.6
General Purpose Forces 16.4 30.4 27.9 29.2
Intelligence & Communications 4.4 5.5 5.9 6.5
Rirlift & Sealift 1.0 1.8 1.0 1.0
Guard & Reserve Forces 1.8 22 4.4 4.3
Research & Development 48 4.3 7.0 8.4
Central Supply & Maintenance 46 8.4 8.9 9.3
Training, Med. & Gen. Pers. Activ. 7.0 12.2 18.2 20.1
Adrministration 1.1 1.2 1.8 2.2
Support of Other Nations 1.1 24 5.1 3.5

Total 50.7 75.6 87.1 92.6

NATO FORCES IN EUROPE

w0 PEACETIME
r :

I

AR
iR

US ALLIES  US ALLIES  US ALLIES
TROOPS SHIPS AIRCRAFT
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JAMES R. SCHLESINCER, ANNUAL DEFENSE DEPARTMENT
REPORT, F18CAL Y1rAR 1975

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is my privilege to present to
you the FY 1975 Defense Program and Budget. This is the first budget in a
decade or more that does not include support of United States forces in combat.
At the same time, it is a budget that must carry us, through maintenance of a
military equilibfium, on the passage from the cold war toward a period of
enduring peace. In such a difficult period of transition, I have a special duty to
review with you the fundamental strategic issues that we face and the basis_on
which we are developing what we consider to be the lowest prudent peacetime
defense posture.

Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, will
present his customary report on our military posture. He will discuss in more
detail than I shall here the current and developing balance of military power.

A. THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION AND THE DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT

Our defense budget proposals, of necessity, reflect our perspective on the
United States role in the world. It is understandable, of zourse, that there will
be divergencies in judgment among Americans on that role, and those divergen-
cies will be reflected in different estimates of what the defense budget should
be. As the Psalmist tells us, “Where there is no vision the people perish.” Hence,
I would like to share with you our vision.

The United States today, as opposed to the period before 1945, bears the prin-
cipal burden of maintaining the worldwide military equilibrium which is the
foundation for the security and the survival of the Free World. This is not a
role we have welcomed ; it is a role that historical necessity has thrust upon us.
The burden of responsibility has fallen on the United States, and there is nobody
else to pick up the torch if the United States fails to carry it.

In fulfilling this responsibility we recognize that we are dealing in a world
which is militarily dominated by two states—ours and the Soviet Union. There
is no other nation that possesses a military capability comparable to these two
states. Consequently, in judging the military balance, and in deciding upon our
own force posture, we do so primarily with the Soviet Union in mind.

This does not suggest that we are not hopeful with regard to the future peace-
ful evolution of world polities; quite the contrary. Considerable progress has
been made during the last five years in improving the international political
climate. The President has taken many important initiatives: opening up new
lines of communication with the Soviet Union and with the Peoples’ Republic
of China, helping to settle long-standing disagreements between East and Weost
such as Berlin, beginning in practical ways to put limits on armaments, and
ending our military involvement in the hostilities in Indochina. There has heen
a new spirit of cooperation between East and West, reflected in these practical
arrangements, that offers the possibility—es yet it is nc more than that—of a
more durable peace in the future. And as you know, United States force levels
have declined substantially in the wake of these Presidential initiatives, and
the share of our national resources committed to defense has been significantly
reduced.

Neither am I suggesting that the difficulties in the international situation
imply that there will be an unconstrained arms race or frequent confrontations
between. East and West. It ig precisely to avoid these circumstances, and to put
houndaries around arms competition, that vse are engaged with the Soviet Union
in SALT II. And it is to achieve a similar objective, through a more stable
balance at lower force levels in Central Europe, that we and our NATO Allies
are engaged in negotiations on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions with the
Warsaw Pact states.

While we pursue negotiations about mutuval reductions of arms, in furtherance
of detente, it is my judgment that we must maintain a worldwide military
equilibrium. Short of that, we create the possibility of vacuums and temptations
that could undermine detente and the hope for improved political relations with
the East.

A policy requiring us to maintain our railitary strenzth and alliances while
we are actively pursuing detente with the Soviet Union and the People’s Repub-
lic of China may appear to some as incongruous. We have a long tradition in this
country of arming with great haste when war comes upon us, and disarming with
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even greater haste when the war is over; and we have tended, often, to view our
relations with other nations in terms of absolutes—friend or foe, ally or adver-
sary, cold war or detente.

Unfortunately, the real world is more complicated. Today, I haldly need argue
that a feast and famine approach to national defense is no longer feasible, let
alone desirable. Our experience in this century has amply demonstrated that
satiating our military establishment in wartime and starving it in peacetime
brings us neither peace nor long-term alleviation of the heavy burden of defense.
In both blood and treasure, it will cost us less to maintain a reasonably stable
level of defense effort until it is possible to achieve genuine mutual reductions
in armaments,

The Soviet Union shows that it, at least, sees no inconsistency between detente

“and increasing mlitary capabilities. We see continuing increases in Soviet budsg-
ets, forces and forward deployments, The Soviet Union is making significant im-
provements in its strategic nuclear forces and, in concert with its partners in
the Warsaw Pact, maintains large and ready general purpose forces. These
forces are, in fact, the most usable elements of their congiderable and diversified
military power. We would serve ourselves and our Allies poorly indeed if we
relied solely on fond hopes or soft words while failing to take practical account
of improving Sovict capabilities.

The Soviet Union has historically been a relatively prudent and sober power
and I trust it will continue to be 0. I hope that as a result of our mutual recog-
nition that there is no good alternative to peaceful cooperation, we shall gradually
achieve a world in which security is based upon something more than a balance
of arms. But until such a time arrives we must recognize the need for a stable
balance of military forces. As a minimum, we must keep a visible strategic nu-
ciear balance, contribute to a balance of general purpose forces in central Europe
where the buik of Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces are arrayed against NATO,
and together with our Allies maintain a balance of naval forces to ensure the
freedom of the seas and the protection of our sea lines of communication, as has
been the loug tradition of the United States.

1. The Strategic Nuclear Balance—There have been two aspects in the devel-
opment of Soviet strategic forces, one long-term and the other more recent, that
affect our present strategic forces planning and the deterrent value of our
strategic systems. The long-terin and quite well known factor is that over many
vears the Soviets have been steadily closing the gap in nuclear capabilities be-
tween them an